

























































































































































































































College	of	Communication,	University of Arts, explains in an 























































identifies that  “There is preliminary evidence for seeing the world 
differently if you have been an offender… because to those with an 
offender’s eye, opportunity is everywhere they go …”. 	
	
Our	work	with	artists	and	designers	from	Central	Saint	Martins	
College	of	Art	&	Design	(CSM),	University	of	Arts	London,	has	
enabled	us	to	observe	characteristics	that	seem	to	have	links	with	
what	this	book	is	calling	“the	dark	side	of	creativity”.	To	be	more	
specific;	artists	and	designers	are	different	types	of	creatives,	and	
should	be	differentiated	as	such.			Designers	are	required	to	
directly	engage	with	the	idea	of	a	“user”	or	“consumer”,	because	
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their	work	has	a	commercial	or	social	application.	Whereas	artists	
can	make	different	choices	about	the	types	of	expression	they	
engage	with,	and	whilst	they	may	have	a	sense	of	audience	are	not	
required	to	address	anyone	unless	they	chose	to	do	so.	All	the	
best	creatives,	however,	put	themselves	on	the	line	to	generate	
their	own	projects	(rather	than	work	for	commissions)	and	tend,	
like	criminals,	to	be	risk	inclined	in	the	hope	that	what	they	
produce	can	deliver	outcomes	from	which	they	will	derive	
benefit.	The	difference	is	that	the	best	artists	and	designers	
appear	to	have	a	collective	account	about	the	function	of	their	
work,	and	are	often	socially	empathetic	rather	than	simply	being	
motivated	by	profit	or	selfish	logic.	But	even	this	is	not	always	the	
case.		Many	creatives	are	also	individualistic	in	the	extreme,	and	
have	well	developed	egos	and	find	different	ways	of	transforming	
complex	feelings	about	identity	via	their	practice.		
	
In	1966,	the	British	artist	John	Latham	used	books	—	intact,	
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painted,	cut-up,	burned	—	in	his	work,	(as	materials)	to	invoke	
meaning.	He	set	up	a	1960s	“Happening”,	an	event	called	"Still	
and	Chew."	Students	turned	up	to	watch	Latham	chew	up	pages	of	
the	art	critic,	Clement	Greenberg’s	Art	and	Culture	(1971),	taken	
from	the	school	library.	Latham’s	point	was	that	critics	are	often	
parasites,	they	take	few	risks	and	eat	artists,	and	give	little	back.	
So	the	happening	spat	out	Greenberg’s	influential	essays	into	a	
flask,	where	the	reconstituted	text	was	mixed	with	sulphuric	acid,	
baking	soda	and	yeast.	Latham	let	the	jar	ferment,	and	was	later	
fired	for	the	crime	of	destroying	college	property.	The	
documentation	of	his	experiment,	from	the	letter	of	his	dismissal	
to	the	Greenberg	grappa,	is	now	enshrined	in	the	permanent	
collection	at	MoMA,	New	York.	Latham’s	“dark”	approach	to	
creativity	led	him	to	innovate	new	ways	of	making	social	
comment	and	artistic	meanings	as	well	as	to	generate	symbolic	
capital	from	his	work	(Eskin,	2006).	The	point	we	are	making	is	
that	not	all	criminal	events	like	kicking	in	a	bus	shelter	window,	
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or	simply	destroying	what	has	been	made	by	another,	constitute	
creative	innovation	delivered	by	criminals.				Innovation	in	the	
strict	sense	of	“taking	ideas	to	market”	and	making	money	is	very	
different	from	criminal	damage.		Professional	criminals	know	this.	
One	drug	dealer	explained	he	couldn’t	understand	the	kids	that	go	
around	tagging	the	streets,	as	he	could	see	no	financial	reward	in	
it	for	them.		So	clearly	we	need	to	qualify	again	the	precise	
definitions	we	are	working	with.		When	we	say	we	observe	
“creativity”	or	“innovative	capacity”	in	the	behaviour	of	criminals,	
we	are	primarily	referring	to	what	Ekblom	&	Tilley	(2000)	call	
“resourceful	offenders”,	i.e.	the	behaviour	of		shoplifters,	bank	
robbers,	confidence	tricksters,	identity	fraud	crews,	burglars	who	
make	money	and/or	meaning	from	their	activities	and	ideas.	Yet,	
this	group	can	be	differentiated	further.	Ekblom	&	Tilley	(2000)	
further	discuss	the	difference	between	“expressive	crimes”,	
where	individuals	show	off,	and	engage	with	performativity	(even	
violence	and	other	destructive	behaviour),	in	order	to	carve	out	
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identities	for	themselves.	Compared	to	“instrumental	crimes”	that	
may	allow	individuals,	to	pursue	excitement	and	thrills,	as	part	of	
their	creative	criminal	work/identities	and	significantly,	also	
deliver	profit.		In	this	paper	when	we	discuss	criminals	as	
creative,	we	are	certainly	not	talking	about	maladjusted	vandals	
(and	we	would	not	define	taggers	or	street	artists	in	this	way),	
who	are	so	frustrated	they	wreck	our	communities.	Nor	are	we	
talking	about	criminals	whose	activities	are	linked	to	violence	and	
murder.	Lynn’s	(1971)	research,	though	limited,	is	useful	to	draw	
upon.		Lynn	differentiates	criminal	behaviours	as:	
Aggressive[s],	who	cannot	control	their	impulses	and	are,	
eventually	caught	and	incarcerated;		
Inadequate[s],	who	just	drift	along	playing	petty	confidence	
tricks	for	small	profits;	and	
	Creative[s],	many	of	whom	manage	to	avoid	being	caught	in	their	
law	breaking	due	to	their	cunningness	or	talent	and	so	prosper	
from	it.	
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Creatives	and	resourceful	criminals	also	seem	to	share	a	capacity	
for	what	Hudson	(1967)	termed	“divergent	thinking”.	This	is	the	
creative	elaboration	of	ideas	prompted	by	a	stimulus	or	stimuli.		
	
When	analyzing	intelligence	measurements	scales,	Hudson	found	
that	divergent	thinking	is	harder	to	assess	than	convergent	
thinking	in	which	the	person	(who	is	good	at	it)	is	able	to	produce	
the	"correct"	answer.	This	is	because	convergent	thinking	is	
linked	to	issues	about	reliability	and	consistency,	and	is	
consequently	easier	to	document,	and	assess.			Convergent	
thinking	is	particularly	appropriate	in	science,	maths	and	
technology,	and	whilst	may	help	to	solve	many	problems,	it	may	
not	always	encourage	the	individual	to	think	“outside	the	box”	or	
to	consider	whether	the	problem	defined	is	the	right	one	(i.e.	to	
consider	whether	or	not	the	“problem”	is	in	fact	the	problem).		
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Successful	criminals	draw	upon	both	convergent	and	divergent	
types	of	thinking,	though	they	may	not	be	able	to	explain	or	
articulate	their	process	(what	a	designer	or	artist	may	be	able	to	
achieve	through	a	reflective	form	of	methodology).	Some	
criminals	may	reflect,	but	what	criminals	share	with	creatives	is	
the	idea	of	“practice”,	that	they	need	to	get	up	and	“do”	something	
(including	running	complex	projects)	to	make	money	even	if	they	
do	not	draw	upon	formal	methodologies	to	aid	them	to	do	so.		
	
Opportunism	and	Risk	taking	
Kees	Dorst	(2003)	in	his	account	of	how	designers	operate	in	the	
world	explains	the	way	artists	and	designers	spend	time	
constantly	looking	for	opportunities.	An	opportunity	for	
innovation	or	change	presents	the	creative	with	a	possibility	to	
interact	with	an	idea,	materials,	technology	or	a	social	situation	
and	bring	about	change	often	linked	to	taking	risks.		In	this	sense	
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a	creative	is	an	agent	for	change	(both	positive	or	negative)	at	a	
strategic	or	conceptual	level.	Linked	to	opportunities,	some	
creatives	also	display	various	forms	of	ego	driven	belief	
(conviction)	that	they	are	able	“to	do	tasks	better”	than	others	or	
feel	they	are	able	to	see	things	differently	and	make	a	unique	
contribution.	They	may	assume	they	are	“luckier”	than	others	too.	
Professor	Richard	Wiseman	(2003)	in	his	research	into	the	Luck	
Factor	has	pointed	out	that	many	people,	including	some	
creatives,	attribute	luck	to	what	is	really	just	a	kind	of	positive	
thinking.	They	may	be	opportunistic	in	their	endeavours,	and	are	
open	to	the	possibility	of	the	accidental	and	fortuitous	incidents	
that	will	allow	them	to	exploit	an	occasion/incident.		Such	
convictions	appears	to	help	creatives	(and	criminals	who	believe	
they	can	“pull	off”	the	crime)	to	go	forward	and	try	to	succeed	at	
their	self-appointed	task.		De	Graves	(1995)	discusses	the	
behaviour	of	women	confidence	tricksters,	in	this	way	too,	but	
goes	on	to	say	how	they	uniquely	create	their	own	scripts	when	
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engaging	in	forms	of	insincere	or	dishonest	behaviour	in	order	to	
make	a	living.		Their	approach	is	clearly	not	the	same	as	design	
thinking	but	this	trope	has	much	in	common	to	the	opportunism	
we	are	describing,	and	so	demands	further	exploration.	
	
The	sociologist	Howard	Becker	(1963)	has	written	extensively,	as	
have	other	writers,	about	the	“outsider”	phenomenon.	The	
experience	of	“estrangement”	that	appears	to	enable	creatives	
(artists	and	designers	as	well	as	criminals)	to	locate	themselves	
as	“different”	outside	the	everyday	and	thus	create	new	
opportunities	for	artistic	or	design	interventions.		Processes	of	
“defamiliarization”	or	“making	strange”	(Schklovsky,	1917)	help	
such	self	defined	outsiders	perceive	everyday	reality	with	fresh	
eyes.	This	experience	is	sometimes	common	to	all	of	us,	
particularly	when	travelling.		The	main	difference	is	that	creatives	
and	criminals,	compared	to	the	rest	of	us,	may	engage	with	
processes	of	estrangement	as	matter	of	course	and	this	may	
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contribute	to	innovative	path	finding	behaviour.	
	
Breaking	the	Paradigm	
Seeing	the	shortcomings	of	a	situation,	and/or	thinking	like	
someone	from	“outside”	(thinking	like	a	thief	for	example)	allows	
creatives	to	observe	the	limitations	in	the	thinking	(or	
circumstance)	that	once	understood	can	help	resolve	and	change	
things.		This	approach	to	critical	subjectivity	is	not	unusual,	or	
even	confined	to	artists,	designers,	entrepreneurs	and	criminals.			
For	example,	Einstein	was	a	visual	spatial	thinker	and	among	
other	insights	pointed	out	that,	‘We	can't	solve	problems	by	using	
the	same	kind	of	thinking	we	used	when	we	created	them’.	His	
account	may	help	us	better	understand	the	sort	of	“criticality”	
that	operates	within	the	minds	of	most	creative	individuals	and	
invites	questions	not	just	about	“deviance”	or	“abnormality”	but	
perhaps	about	a	deficiency	of	thinking	in	others	in	a	given	
situation.	Moreover,	this	behavioural	manifestation	may	also	act	
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as	a	driver	for	competitive	behaviour,	which	expresses	itself	in	
many	creative	individuals,	linked	to	an	entrepreneurial	approach	
involving	‘critical	inquiry	that	may	lead	a	practitioner	to	reflective	
insight’	(Friedman,	2002).	This	reflective	approach	has	enabled	
many	designers,	as	Donald	Schön	(1983)	has	identified,	to	
describe	the	previously	tacit	understanding	that	ideas	operate	in	
fluid	and	fast	moving	landscapes.	The	ability	to	operate	fluently	in	
such	landscapes	is	very	much	dependent	on	the	ability	to	
manoeuvre	and	deal	with	complexity.	To	join	up	ideas,	situations,	
events	–	perhaps	via	what	Sangiori,	Hemment	and	Buscher	et	al	
(2008)	have	called	“strange	connectors”	i.e.	the	linking	of	things	
that	one	would	not	expect	to	be	linked.	Maintaining	a	faculty	for	
sense	making	and	adaptation	has	been	observed	by	Mika	
Aaltonen	and	Theodor	Barth	(2005),	to	be	useful	as	a	form	of	
reflection-in-action	that	can	‘create	contexts	that	affect	an	
organisation’s	ability	to	learn,	adapt	and	innovate.’	
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Problem	Solving	
The	skills	we	have	described	so	far	may	be	familiar	and	useful	to	
creatives	everywhere,	especially	if	they	are	essentially	highly	
pragmatic	people.		Creatives	will	solve	problems	in	order	to	gain	
access	to	a	state	of	mind	that	will	deliver	their	desires,	and/or	an	
income.	But	a	mindset	that	is	creative	in	its	approach	also	needs	
to	be	understood	in	its	cultural	context,	to	make	sense	of	how	
innovation	that	follows	from	creativity	may	be	advanced.	
	
Ronald	"Buster"	Edwards,	who	took	part	in	the	Great	Train	
Robbery	in	the	UK	in	1963,	was	an	ex-British	Army	Paratrooper	
then	boxer	come	nightclub	owner,	who	turned	to	crime	because	
he	wanted	to	access	cash	quick	to	live	what	he	perceived	as	the	
“good	life”	(that	is,	in	order	to	access	the	income	and	status	
denied	him).	He	was	persuaded	to	turn	to	train	robbery	(a	
security	train	that	was	delivering	cash),	a	daring	crime,	
innovative	in	the	way	it	was	organised	at	the	time.	As	Piers	Paul	
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Read	(1979)	explains	after	committing	the	crime,	Buster	Edwards	
found	most	of	the	cash	he	stole	went	on	trying	to	avoid	being	
captured	by	the	police.	Reid	goes	on	to	point	out	Edwards	
certainly	would	have	earned	more,	in	the	long	term,	as	a	window	
cleaner	or	tradesman,	than	as	a	criminal	and	life	on	the	run	
(outside	his	criminal	milieu)	was	not	much	“fun”.	Edwards	did	not	
stay	a	free	man	for	long	and	was	sentenced	to	15	years	for	his	
crime	in	1966.	Subsequent	to	his	release	from	prison	in	1975	he	
went	on	to	run	a	flower	stall	outside	Waterloo	station.	When	a	
television	journalist	interviewed	him	working	on	his	flower	stall,	
he	was	asked	if	he	missed	his	former	life,	to	which	he	replied,	“Of	
course	I	do,	it	was	exciting	and	this	is	boring.”		
	
The	idea	that	creativity	and	criminality	is	commonly	linked	to	the	
need	to	BE	different	from	or	outside	the	“norm”,	to	divergent	
rather	than	convergent	thought-processes	has	been	made	by	
numerous	writers,	including	Malcolm	Gladwell	(2008).	Creativity	
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is	often	also	equated	with	non-conformity,	in	as	much	as	
successful	creatives,	and	criminals,	are	seen	as	risk-taking,	non-
conformists,	often	with	different	“norms”	and	drivers	to	the	
majority	of	the	population.		
		
	Johnson’s	(1983)	account	of	non-conformity	describes	high-level	
creativity	as	so	called	“abnormality”	or	worse	“deviance”.	Our	
experience	in	working	in	an	art	school	is	the	reverse;	it	is	hard	to	
be	deviant	in	an	environment	where	everyone	prides	themselves	
on	their	difference.	The	reason	we	have	introduced	the	account	of	
dyslexia	to	this	discussion	is	to	identify	the	environments	(art	
school,	prison	and	business)	where	dyslexia	has	been	measured	
and	found	to	be	a	significant	indicator	or	descriptor.		Also	to	
investigate	the	evidence	about	this	correlation	and	to	make	the	
case	about	the	different	types	of	thought	processes	that	may	be	
shared	by	diverse	groups.		
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Art	and	design	strategies	embrace	both	positive	and	negative	
ends	of	the	creative	spectrum,	including	the	employment	of	
destructive	elements.	These	are	drawn	upon,	if	the	artist	or	
designer	feels	it	is	called	for	in	order	to	attribute	meaning,	or	
create	new	artistic	values	or	ways	of	seeing.	Here	we	need	to	
precisely	understand	the	cultural	contexts,	that	may	have	
produced	such	strategies,	and	how	they	work.	Notions	about	
“deviance”,	(rather	than	“difference”	or	“transgression”)	may	
compromise	this	account,	even	if	such	ideas	give	allure	to	ideas	
about,	for	example,	“outsider”	art.	(Wikepedia,	2009b)	
	
Arguments	about	deviant	biology	(and	about	“brain	wiring”)	that	
also	explain	links	between	criminality	and	creativity	are	
compelling.		The	literature	on	deviance,	is	packed	full	of	
competing	accounts	that	the	disposition	to	conform	or	deviate	is	
located	in	the	brain	and	central	nervous	system,	rather	than	
culture	and	socialization.	Paul	McLean	(Holden,	1979)	for	
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example	has	argued	that	nonconformity	is	caused	by	a	defect	in	
the	central	core	of	the	brain,	and	consequently	appears	to	define	
creative	thinkers	as	“brain	damaged”.	Holden	(1979)	concurs	and	
suggests,	using	Darwinian	rationale,	that	such	genetic	defects	
‘have	social	value	and	a	certain	amount	of	non-conformity	
actually	helps	the	human	species	to	perpetuate	itself’.	Certainly	
some	brain	injuries	have	been	associated	with	the	onset	of	artistic	
skills	in	those	that	had	not	previously	exhibited	them.		Whereas	
many	psychologists	suggest	all	conformist	and	creatives	
tendencies	and	tastes	are	linked	to	processes	of	cultural	
socialization	and	politics	rather	than	genetic	brain	formation.		
	
Stephen	Dollinger	(2007)	cites	psychological	studies	that	identify	
that	people	with	conservative	tendencies	tend	to	favour	simple	
representational	paintings	over	more	ambiguous	or	abstract	arts.	
He	points	out	‘Conservatives	could	be	less	creative	than	liberals	
because	of	greater	threat-induced	anxiety	(e.g.	finding	the	
31	
	
ambiguity	of	creative	tasks	threatening),	their	greater	inclination	
to	follow	convention,	and/or	their	devaluing	of	imagination.’		
	
	More	recent	research	is	delivering	new	insights	and	new	
information	about	how	our	brains	really	work	(Frank,	2009:	
Coyle,	2009).		For	example,	current	accounts	of	the	human	
capacity	for	empathy,	particularly	feelings	of	group	or	social	
allegiance	(Goleman,	2006),	may	be	useful	to	understanding	some	
of	the	issues	raised	here.		Certainly	very	creative	individuals,	
unlike	criminals	and/or	psychopaths,	often	exhibit	concern	for	
community	values	rather	than	profit.	Issues	raised	by	social	
empathy	are	now	being	actively	investigated	in	globally	located	
centres	equipped	with	high	tech	machinery	and	new	imaging	
technologies	(PET,	MRI,	SPECT).		Many	researchers	are	looking	at	
brain	activity	to	understand	how	the	brain	structures	choice	and	
creativity.	In	Los	Angeles,	for	example,	Anthonio	Damisco	is	
heading	up	the	“Brain	and	Creativity	Institute”,	located	at	the	
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University	of	Southern	California.		Frank	(2009)	estimates	that	
there	are	about	60	further	centres	around	the	world	and	that	
neuro	biological	science	is	on	the	threshold	of	a	revolution.		
Consequently,	such	research	is	continually	changing	our	views	
about	conditions	such	as	Alzheimers.		Debates	about	Autism	are	
also	being	revolutionised	by	findings	that	suggests	that	damage	to	
mirror	neurons	might	be	the	reason	why	some	children	refuse	to	
look	at	others	or	make	eye	contact,	or	experience	empathy.				
	
Whilst	we	do	not	want	to	link	accounts	of	dyslexia	or	creativity	to	
biological	determinism,	given	the	development	of	the	brain	and	
nervous	system	is	also	now	more	than	ever	linked	to	social	
interaction	and	experience	(Goleman,	2006),	we	are	aware	that	
there	are	studies	underway	that	may	in	future	do	so.		But	for	the	
purposes	of	delivering	this	paper,	we	choose	instead	to	draw	
upon	Johnson’s	(1983)	suggestion	that	the	relationship	between	
creativity	and	criminality	should	best	be	examined	in	social	terms	
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by	looking	at	specific	social	groups,	not	least	because	it	is	more	
manageable	in	terms	of	our	research	investigation.	
	
	Johnson	originally	suggested	that	connections	between	creativity	
and	criminality	can	be	best	measured	by	looking	at:	
(a)	The	creative	potential	of	incarcerated	criminals	or	identified	
delinquents;	
(b)The	correlation	between	criminal	and	creative	tendencies	in	
“normals”;	and	
	(c)	Criminal	or	psychopathic	behaviour	in	creative	person’s.		
	
Although	we	have	issues	with	some	of	Johnson’s	definitions	of	
“normality”	in	the	next	section	of	this	article,	we	continue	to	
interrogate	(a)	and	(b),	as	stated	above,	primarily	to	introduce	
case	studies	that	help	us	explore	further	links	between	creativity	
and	criminality.		
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2.	THE	DARK	SIDE	OF	CREATIVITY	–	CASE	STUDIES	FROM	THE	
DESIGN	AGAINST	CRIME	RESEARCH	CENTRE	(DACRC)	
	
The	DACRC	at	CSM	has	endeavoured	to	tap	into	the	potential	of	
adapting	creativity	into	a	positive	tool	for	social	change,	DAC	has	
been	linked	to	several	government	and	independent	social	design	
initiatives	as	well	as	the	successful	delivery	of	design	resources	
and	design	outputs,	some	of	which	have	won	awards	for	
innovation.		
	
See	Fig.	1	&	2	
	
As	a	practice	led	research	centre,	it	engages	with	how	design	can	
enable	individuals	to	channel	experiences	and	their	private	
frustrations	about	crime	into	creativity	aimed	at	public	
expression	via	positive	design	against	crime	interventions.	The	
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“think	thief”	approach	(Ekblom,	1997),	the	account	of	the	criminal	
gaze	(Gamman,	2008b)	and	the	explanation	of	the	design	against	
crime	process	and	methodology	(Gamman	and	Thorpe,	2009)	that	
the	Centre	has	produced	from	delivering	practice,	has	enabled	
many	designers	working	with	DAC	to	generate	design	
investigations	that	operate	differently	to	market-led	design.	A	
normal	starting	point	for	any	form	of	market	design	intervention	
is	to	receive	a	brief	(a	document	or	verbal	expression	outlining	
the	client’s	needs)	and	to	reinterpret	it	linked	to	the	client’s	
needs.	The	alternative	approach	taken	by	DAC	has	been	to	
consider	how	the	issue	addressed	originated,	or	how	the	
perpetrators,	i.e.	the	creators	of	the	design	problem,	and	the	
abusers	of	products,	systems	and	services,	could	be	“blocked”	or	
their	behaviour	redirected,	reduced	or	designed	“out”.	This	latter	
design	focus	is	linked	to	user	and	abuser	centred	design.		It	began	
for	DACRC	when	Professor	Lorraine	Gamman,	who	set	up	the	
initiative	in	1999,	became	frustrated	with	market-led	design	
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projects.		Coincidently,	around	this	period	she	had	been	finalising	
the	life	story	of	the	shoplifter	Shirley	Pitts,	as	an	oral	history	that	
formed	part	of	her	PhD	(delivered	in	1999)	when	it	occurred	to	
her	to	focus	on	crime	in	terms	of	creating	briefs	for	design	
students	she	taught.	Gamman	says	she	was	astonished	in	design	
terms	(and	inspired)	by	Pitt’s	account	of	defeating	millions	of	
pounds	worth	of	security	tags	and	CCTV	systems,	simply	with	a	
carrier	bag	lined	with	foil.	Evidently,	when	closed	a	foil	lined	
carrier	bag	(Fig	3.)	stops	the	tags	connecting	with	the	alarms	
allowing	Shirley,	and	many	other	thieves,	to	get	out	of	the	shops	
without	being	caught.		For	Gamman	this	raised	two	questions;	the	
first	was	what	was	wrong	with	the	design	of	retail	environments,	
if	it	was	so	easy	for	professional	thieves	to	get	away	using	such	
simple	solutions?			The	second	was	how	did	Shirley	do	it,	what	
prompted	her	to	come	up	with	a	design	that	could	outwit	millions	
of	pounds	worth	of	security	and	how	could	she	encourage	
designers	to	draw	on	such	thinking	and	be	more	ingenious	than	
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thieves?	
	
See	Fig.	3.	
	
The	need	to	reduce	costs	of	staffing	and	to	find	ways	to	inspire	or	
tempt	the	public	to	buy	things,	involves	troublesome	tradeoffs	for	
the	retail	trade,	as	well	as	problems	linked	to	store	layout.	Many	
in-store	promotions	really	do	work	by	giving	the	public	easy	
access	to	goods	so	they	are	tempted	to	buy	things.	However,	such	
strategies	also	make	it	easy	for	thieves,	and	whilst	such	
environments	and	promotions	create	considerable	profits,	they	
also	deliver	many	unanticipated	crime	vulnerabilities.		
Criminologists	such	as	Ron	Clarke	(1995),	Paul	Ekblom	(1997)	
and	Ken	Pease	(2001)	have	pointed	out	that	poor	design	causes	
crime	(not	just	criminals).	Gamman	(2008a)	has	also	argued	that:		
1.	The	design	of	retails	environments,	is	often	complicit	with	
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criminal	intention,	and	needs	review.	
	
2.	That	designers	and	criminals	have	a	lot	in	common,	and	a	lot	to	
contribute,	certainly	in	terms	of	understanding	how	
environments	might	work	to	be	less	complicit	with	crime.	
	
All	writers	mentioned	suggest	that	there	is	a	need	to	understand	
the	mindset	of	those	that	steal.		Shirley	Pitts,	who	is	the	subject	of	
the	biography	Gone	Shopping,	Shirley	Pitts,	Queen	of	Thieves	
(1996)	is	found	to	be	very	creative	person,	one	that	was	
successful	at	crime,	even	if	the	audacity	of	some	of	her	scams	–
like	standing	in	Harrods	shop	window	to	escape	security	guards	
pretending	to	model	a	mink	coat	–	didn’t	employ	all	her	
substantial	energy	or	make	her	happy.	Gamman	(2008c)	has	
argued	‘Shirley’s	foil	lined	carrier	bag	in	its	simplicity	may	on	
reflection	be	far	more	creative	–	even	if	that’s	an	account	of	the	
dark	side	of	creativity	–	than	the	retro	fitted	security	systems	it	
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subverted’	(Fig	3.)	She	also	suggests	Shirley	Pitts	could	have	used	
her	creativity	to	be	anything	she	wanted,	but	her	circumstances,	
providing	for	her	family	by	thieving	from	the	age	of	seven,	
prevented	this	happening.	In-between	scams,	Gamman	observes	
that	Pitts	frequently	drew	clothing,	faces	and	shapes.	Also	in	
order	to	sell	the	goods	she	stole,	she	even	redesigned	some	of	the	
clothing	with	her	own	accessories.	Apparently,	Pitts	who	many	
regarded	as	stylish,	believed	some	of	the	expensive	designer	
clothes	she	stole,	worth	many	thousands	of	pounds,	didn’t	look	
“right”	and	so	she	changed	them,	to	suit	her	customers	who	she	
“dressed”	like	a	fashion	stylist.		
	
DACRC	works	within	design	education	and	industry,	and	
visualises	criminal	perpetrator	techniques	and	ways	of	seeing,	to	
encourage	designers	to	“think	thief”.	This	process	may	be	defined	
as	a	form	of	“Alterity”	(or	“Otherness”)	linked	to	the	philosophical	
principle	of	exchanging	one's	own	perspective	for	that	of	the	
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"other”.	Many	of	us	engage	with	such	“oppositional”	rather	than	
“preferred”	perspectives	and	readings	of	films/media	during	our	
everyday	life	e.g.	a	man	reading	a	magazine	aimed	at	women,	may	
receive	the	information	he	engages	with,	in	a	different	way	from	
its	original	intention.	The	idea	of	“thinking	thief”	is	aimed	at	
trying	to	understand	the	criminal	gaze	at	objects	and	
environments	that	anticipates	opportunity	through	abuse.			In	
regards	to	how	to	think	like	a	shoplifter,	Martin	Gill	(2007)	has	
put	such	theory	into	practice	and	taken	shop	thieves	back	to	the	
scene	of	their	offences,	and	concluded	there	are	six	key	decision	
points	that	are	critical	to	shoplifting.		He	suggests	there	is	the	
potential	for	designers	to	influence	offender’s	decisions.	To	stay	
one	step	ahead	the	list	of	six	questions	that	designers	should	
consider	from	the	POV	of	the	thief	including:	
	
Why	do	I	choose	that	store	to	steal	from?	
On	entering	the	store,	does	this	look	easy?	
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On	searching	for	goods	to	steal,	can	I	avoid	attracting	attention?	
On	stealing	the	goods,	can	I	avoid	being	seen?	
On	getting	away,	can	I	be	sure	no	one	is	following	me	and	no	one	
will	apprehend	me?	
On	selling	the	goods,	will	I	get	money	and	avoid	being	traced?	
	
	
	DACRC’s	strategy	of	familiarising	designers	with	criminal	
thinking,	while	also	locating	designers	within	a	crime	prevention	
discourse,	does	not	necessarily	deliver	‘problem	solving’,	rather	it	
directs	designers	to	intervene	as	agents	for	change.		DACRC’s	
methodology	also	acknowledges	that	not	all	problems	can	be	
solved	and	that	it	is	also	important	to	understand	how	social	
disorder	and	social	disorganisation	have	a	role	to	play	in	our	lives	
and	can	be	a	source	of	illicit	pleasure.	For	example,	the	word	
“graffiti”	describes	many	different	types	of	mark	making	and	
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creative	strategies,	than	the	words	“vandalism”	and	“criminal	
damage”	convey.		As	a	consequence	of	such	criminal	definitions,	
enormous	public	funds	are	spent	cleaning	up	graffiti	linked	to	
zero	tolerance	campaigns,	but	nothing	really	changes.		Each	side	
perceives	the	problem	in	criminal	terms	–	one	side	view	marking	
the	walls	as	a	crime,	and	the	other	perceive	erasing	their	art	as	
criminal.			Such	polarisation	certainly	does	not	lead	to	the	
resolution	of	the	problem	or	creative	social	innovation	strategies	
that	could	accommodate	the	compulsions	and	communication	
that	underlies	graffiti.		
	
Tony	Dunne	and	Fiona	Raby	(2001)	in	their	book	Design	Noir	
review	the	human	capacity	to	enjoy	misuse	and	abuse,	and	the	
pleasures	of	illegal	activities	like	hacking	(rather	than	graffiti).	
They	discuss	the	“noir”	edge	of	human	subjectivity	in	design	
terms,	specifically	the	potential	of	human	beings	to	establish	
unpredicted	or	dark	relationships	with	things,	specifically	
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electronic	objects.	Complex	emotions,	desires	and	needs	are	
clearly	played	out	through	engagement	with	objects	and	
environments,	which	have	potential	for	more	than	one	type	of	
behaviour	or	pleasure.	This	potential	manifests	in	vastly	different	
ways,	from	expected	types	of	uses	(many	of	which	could	be	
termed	“creative”)	and	also	from	the	way	individuals	subvert	
such	usages,	and	preferred	readings.	Dunne	and	Raby	cite	
extreme	examples	of	what	they	mean	from	the	man	who	
“married”	his	television,	to	the	teenagers	who	use	new	mobile	
phone	technologies	to	bully	and	intimate	each	other;	the	
experience	of	a	15	year	old	girl	who	was	driven	to	suicide	after	
receiving	up	to	20	silent	calls	in	half	an	hour	is	documented.	
Evidently,	she	left	her	suicide	note	as	a	text	message	on	her	
phone.		
	
Like	the	Dutch	design	group	Droog,	whose	work	questions	what	
design	is,	or	could	be,	Dunne	and	Raby	play	with	dark	emotions	in	
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their	own	work.		For	example,	the	desk	that	makes	it	possible	for	
the	overwhelmed	to	simply	hide	inside	it.	They	argue	that	‘our	
environments	have	room	for	danger,	adventure	and	
transgression.	We	don’t	think	that	design	can	fully	articulate	the	
richness	of	this	unofficial	world	and	neither	should	it.	But	it	can	
draw	inspiration	from	it	and	develop	new	design	approaches’.	
	
	
3.	THE	DARK	SIDE	OF	CREATIVITY	–	MORE	CASE	STUDIES	FROM	
ART	AND	DESIGN		
	
Artists	and	designers	have	certainly	drawn	upon	the	dark,	the	
strange	and	the	criminal	in	their	attempts	to	make	meanings	in	
the	world:	the	fashion	industry,	for	example,	has	not	only	
generated	dark	imagery	(from	heroin	chic	to	road	kills	shots)	but	
also	encouraged	designers	to	play	with	transgression,	like	artists.		
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Consequently	some	have	used	mould	and	other	abject	materials	
to	make	fashion	statements.		Such	actions	are	rarely	intended	to	
inflict	harm	on	others,	but	instead	make	us	think	by	removing	us	
from	the	realm	of	the	familiar,	secure	or	routine.	Whilst	some	
criminal	activities	may	do	something	similar	i.e.	transgress	upon	
routine	understandings,	the	difference	is	that	real	criminal	acts	
often	harm	and	traumatise	us,	whereas	crimes	of	the	imagination	
are	uncommitted	in	reality	and	rarely	do	similar	harm.	Artists	and	
criminals,	for	this	reason,	may	in	different	ways	enjoy	revealing	
or	interrogating	power	structures	at	work,	which	takes	both	
ingenuity	and	often	courage.	Certainly	some	artists,	when	they	
have	seen	a	need,	resort	to	transgressive	behaviour	in	order	to	
make	statements,	often	provoking	public	outrage.		From	Serrano’s	
Piss	Christ	(1987)	to	Judy	Chicago’s	image	of	a	vagina	and	bloody	
tampon	(1971),	rule	breaking,	taboo	busting	art	has	become	the	
norm	even	if	some	of	it	–	like	Marcus	Harvey’s	Myra	(1995)	from	
the	Sensation	exhibition,	does	not	really	offer	much	in	the	way	of	
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meaningful	social	comment	about	crime.					
	
Some	artists	go	further	and	engage	with	real	crime	to	make	their	
point,	sometimes	bringing	into	question	their	moral	sanity.			
Robert	Mapplethorpe	abused	a	model	he	kidnapped	and	
photographed	and	was	taken	to	court.	Sophie	Calle	(born	in	1953)	
took	to	stalking	in	order	to	expose	the	vulnerability	of	individuals	
being	watched	or	looked	at.		Andrew	Savage	allegedly	shoplifted	
and	photographed	white	goods	and	displayed	them	in	a	gallery	
space,	to	make	social	comment	about	issues	of	ownership.	There	
are	more	we	could	add,	including	those	artists	who	are	more	
ambiguous	about	how	they	approach	crime.	The	photographer	
Alan	Lodge,	known	as	“Tash”	(http://tash.gn.apc.org),	for	
example	engaged	with	the	mechanisms	of	crime	prevention,	and	
utilised	CCTV	as	a	form	of	public	theatre.	He	presented	a	number	
of	short	plays	and	performances	to	London’s	Oxford	Street	
surveillance	cameras,	in	order	reject	the	passivity	imposed	by	
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CCTV	and	to	retrieve	power.	The	Dutch	artist	Jan	de	Groot	(2007)	
also	chose	to	challenge	issues	about	naming	and	identity,	by	
faking	his	own	death	after	a	rather	brutal	rejection	by	his	gallery	
who	informed	him	that	he	was	dead	as	an	artist.	A	press	release,	
described	in	dramatic	terms	how	de	Groot	jumped	to	his	death	
from	the	window	of	his	parents	home.	It	also	went	on	to	claim	
that	his	parents	were	found	beheaded	in	their	beds.	Subsequently,	
the	police	found	de	Groot	and	parents	alive	and	well.	
	
Anthony-Noel	Kelly	(1997)	stole	anatomical	specimens	from	the	
Royal	College	of	Surgeons	(RCS)	to	make	gilded	plaster	casts	from	
them	as	sculptures.	He	subsequently	caused	controversy	and	
outrage,	when	some	of	the	faces	were	recognised	by	horrified	
relatives.	His	conviction	for	theft	overturned	hundreds	of	years	of	
legal	precedent	that	had	said	the	body	was	not	property	and	so	
could	not	be	owned	or	stolen.	His	actions	were	obviously	
“criminal”	although	his	credibility	as	an	artist	was	brought	into	
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question,	not	just	for	the	theft	of	body	parts,	but	for	his	use	of	
plaster,	regarded	as	an	inferior	and	cheap	material,	and	not	
worthy	of	artistic	presentation	(Wildgoose,	2002).	
	
Conclusion	
We	hope	the	foregoing	discussion	will	have	demonstrated	that	
the	account	of	“creativity”	has	been	linked	to	a	history	of	
competing	definitions.		So	in	this	paper	we	have	primarily	
focussed	on	the	ways	creativity	leads	to	innovation	and	income	
generation.	We	have	also	looked	at	some	of	the	traits	creatives	
and	criminals	have	in	common	and	suggested	“dyslexia”	as	an	
area	needs	further	research.	We	have	also	suggested	that	artists,	
designers,	entrepreneurs	and	criminals	share	divergent	thought	
processes,	and	occasionally	similar	creative	strategies	in	their	
work.	Opportunism,	and	understanding	of	risk,	is	a	common	link.	
Both	groups	are	known	for	seizing	the	opportunity	and	their	
handiwork	is	everywhere	linked	to	social	good	or	ill.	The	main	
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difference	as	we	have	identified	between	groups,	is	whilst	they	
both	make	a	living	out	of	their	creativity	and	ingenuity,	criminals	
exhibit	less	capacity	for	social	empathy	and	appear	more	
pessimistic	and	parasitic	using	their	creativity	for	selfish	ends.	
Some	artists	and	designers	also	demonstrate	these	qualities,	but	
the	majority	appear	to	have	more	capacity	for	group	orientated	
comment,	or	even	empathetic	behaviour	i.e.	a	creating	shared	
social	outcomes	and	meanings	than	criminals,	perhaps	because	
artists	often	seek	to	conquer	taboos	and	social	prejudices	through	
art,	which	they	believe,	can	emancipate	us.		Most	of	the	creatives	
from	the	world	of	art	and	design	appear	optimistic	enough	to	
believe	their	skills	can	be	put	to	use	to	change	the	world	for	the	
better,	usually	but	not	always	within	the	confines	of	the	law.	The	
task	now	must	be	to	figure	out	how	to	encourage	those	who	force	
the	law’s	boundaries	and	whose	activities	lead	to	social	harm	to	
move	“into	the	light”	(to	follow	the	Star	Wars	metaphor	through	
to	its	conclusion)	and	understand	why	their	approach	is	negative	
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(rather	than	“evil”).			The	challenge	must	be	to	find	alternative	
and	better	outlets	for	creative	energy,	than	crime	presently	
serves.		It	is	our	contention	that	from	Buster	Edwards	to	Shirley	
Pitts,	from	graffiti	taggers	to	happy	slappers,	different	lives	may	
be	possible	–	indeed	different	worlds	may	be	possible	–	if	viable	
alternatives	for	creative	energy	can	be	found	without	simply	
containing	or	sanitising	passion.		
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